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In Brief
An independent trade policy, we are often told, is the

The UK, considered not in general economic terms but

‘great prize’ of Brexit. In some circles it has become a

specifically as a trading nation, will be in an extremely

given that a swashbuckling Global Britain, unencum-

difficult position after a hard Brexit. Leaving the single

bered by ponderous, failing Europe, will be free to lead

market and customs union, which together constitute

the world in free trade, enriching our country and mak-

the most advanced free trade bloc in the world, will slash

ing us all better off.

Britain’s international trade.

That the supposed benefits of such an approach are

Only a large number of unusually ambitious bilateral

outweighed by the enormous economic hit of decou-

trade deals could make up for those losses. The UK will

pling from the European Single Market is not seriously

not be well-placed to achieve such agreements. Most

in dispute. However, even on its own terms - turning

trading partners will have good reason to prioritise ne-

Britain into more of a trading nation - we find this article

gotiations with the EU over dealing with Britain, a small,

of faith has become almost completely untethered from

already largely liberalised economy.

1

practical reality.

When negotiations do start, the UK’s small size mean

Instead, this approach would have Britain leave the

it will likely obtain worse terms than the EU as a whole

world’s most advanced free trade area in pursuit of trade

would. Britain’s greater need to strike a deal, thanks to

deals that will deliver less trade, less control and lower

being newly cut off from Europe’s single market, will ex-

standards.

acerbate that uneven bargaining position. And the most

• Less trade: even with ambitious new trade deals,
Britain will do at least £12 billion less in trade each
year - after years of even lower trade while
negotiations drag on
• Less control: on each of the five factors that make
a country an attractive trade partner - market size,
existing trade, current protection levels, the fallback
or ‘BATNA’, and non-trade offers - the UK will be far
weaker than the EU, leaving the government vulner
able and pressured to make foreign policy
concessions to win trade with countries like China

plausible advantage of being an independent trading nation - the ability to make agreements more quickly than
the European Commission - can only be realised if British
negotiators are willing to use their newfound independence to make sizeable concessions.
From this structurally weak position, an independent
trade policy is not a goal worth pursuing. The UK will
be pushed to make unwelcome changes and give up
important sovereign powers, in the course of negotiating
deals which still will not compensate for the loss of trade
with the EU.

• Lower standards: to gain market access, Britain will
have to adjust regulatory standards. Stated US
priorities for trade include rules on hormone-injected
beef, excess antibiotics use and even giving
up geographical protections for goods like Stilton

1

Singham & Tylecote (2018), ‘Plan A+: Creating a prosperous post-Brexit UK’, Institute for Economic Affairs. This paper was withdrawn by the

IEA after an investigation by the Charity Commission. It is still accessible at
https://brexit.hypotheses.org/files/2018/09/PLAN-A-final-document.pdf.
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Part One: Independent and Vulnerable
LEAVING THE WORLD’S MOST ADVANCED FREE

in international trade. About 45% of British exports are

TRADE AREA

in services, and while the UK consistently runs a trade

It’s been widely discussed, both during the 2016
referendum campaign and subsequently, that the EU

deficit in goods it has a substantial surplus - £27.8 billion
in the three months to February 2019 - in services.3

is one of the largest free trade areas in the world. The

By far the most ambitious steps to promote trade in

single market had a total GDP of over US$17 trillion in

services have been taken by the EU. Services trade is ob-

2018, second only to the United States.

structed largely by regulations, for example those limiting

2

Less appreciated is that the single market is also, by
some distance, the most free-trading of the world’s free
trade areas. The progress made through European integration on removing barriers to trade far exceeds what
has been achieved elsewhere.
The reductions in British trade caused by leaving the
EU - which, as discussed below, will be worth tens or
hundreds of billions of pounds a year - come not just
because the EU is a large bloc. They are also attributable to the fact that EU economic integration is uniquely
advanced in the particular areas that are crucial to the
UK economy.

foreign entry, making it difficult for outside firms to obtain
necessary licences, or stopping foreign nationals entering
the country to provide services locally. These types of
barriers have been addressed in Europe to a far greater
extent than in other free-trade arrangements.
The extent of the difference can be seen by quantifying
barriers to trade in services, as the OECD does each
year in its Services Trade Restrictiveness Index (STRI).
The STRI analysis examines barriers to trade across five
policy domains – restrictions on market entry, restrictions on movement of people, barriers to competition,
regulatory transparency, and other discriminatory
measures. The result is a figure quantifying restrictive-

Global trade negotiations, as well as regional and bi-

ness in 22 service sectors and for the economy overall.

lateral trade deals, have been very successful at low-

Data from the STRI show that services trade within the

ering tariffs - with the exception of agriculture - as the

European single market is far more open than anywhere

global trading system has developed since the Second

else in the world.

World War. They have been somewhat less successful
in addressing non-tariff barriers like regulatory duplication and variation between countries. And they have
achieved very little for the liberalisation of trade in services, where tariffs generally don’t exist but non-tariff
barriers are extensive and complex.

A successful global trade strategy for the UK will have to
centre on reducing the barriers faced overseas by British
services exporters. But the first - and only confirmed - step
in the government’s approach to trade is to leave what is
clearly the most successful services trade arrangement in
the world. Exports of services to France or Germany, as

That is significant because services are essential to the

shown in the table above, will face an environment three to

British economy. As in many advanced economies, ser-

four times as restrictive as they do at present.

vices make up a huge share of total GDP - around 80%
in the UK. But for Britain they are also crucial to success

This, along with the disruption to complex manufacturing

2

World Bank, https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.CD?locations=US-EU&year_high_desc=false

3

Office for National Statistics, ‘UK trade: February 2019’, accessible at https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/nationalaccounts/balanceofpayments/

bulletins/uktrade/february2019
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TABLE 1. OECD STRI SCORES, ALL-SECTOR AVERAGE.
COUNTRY

EXTERNAL RESTRICTIONS

INTRA-EU RESTRICTIONS

United Kingdom

0.179

0.035

Germany

0.171

0.069

France

0.229

0.055

EEA average

0.224

0.061

United States

0.238

−

Japan

0.201

−

Canada

0.216

−

Switzerland

0.293

−

India

0.488

−

Note: Scores are between 0 (completely open to services trade) and 1 (completely closed).

supply chains caused by leaving the customs union, is

government, the National Institute of Economic and Social

what underlies the strongly negative effects of leaving the

Research, UK in a Changing Europe, the LSE’s Centre for

EU found by every rigorous economic analysis. In the gov-

Economic Performance and the economic research arm of

ernment’s November 2018 analysis, for example, the 4.9%

Dutch multinational Rabobank. Though there is variation

reduction in GDP caused by moving from EU membership

in the modelling approaches used and the specific scenari-

to a Canada-style free trade deal is entirely attributable to

os analysed, there is a clear consensus that trade flows will

non-tariff barriers and the cost of customs checks.

be significantly reduced by withdrawing from the EU.

Proponents of a ‘hard’ departure from the EU have pointed

These numbers illustrate a point that is under-appreciated

to departure from the customs union, giving the UK an

in the debate about the customs union and Britain’s trade

independent trade policy for the first time since 1973,

outlook. By far the most likely outcome of ‘winning’ an

as one of the principal benefits of Brexit. But in order to

independent trade policy is that the UK will do less inter-

compensate for withdrawal from a huge and closely-in-

national trade, on worse terms, than it does today.

4

5

tegrated trading bloc, the post-Brexit free trade agenda
would need a level of ambition that will be extremely
difficult to deliver.

Britain could avoid that outcome only with unprecedentedly successful efforts to promote trade. It would require
enormous boosts to trade with the rest of the world to

We have collated multiple expert analyses of the impacts

compensate for the reduction in trade with the EU out-

of various post-Brexit trading arrangements: from the UK

lined above.

4

HM Government (2018), ‘EU Exit: Long-term economic analysis’, Table 4.12, p71. Accessible at https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/govern-

ment/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/760484/28_November_EU_Exit_-_Long-term_economic_analysis__1_.pdf.
5

See, for example, Booth (2016), ‘Turkey is no model for Britain’s post-Brexit trade policy’, Accessible at https://www.telegraph.co.uk/

news/2016/10/06/turkey-is-no-model-for-britains-post-brexit-trade-policy/.
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TABLE 2. ESTIMATES OF CHANGES IN ANNUAL TRADE VOLUMES.
STUDY

SCENARIO

HM Government,

Chequers model + trade deals

November 2018

with 17 new countries

ANNUAL CHANGE IN

ANNUAL CHANGE IN TRADE

TRADE WITH THE EU

WITH ALL PARTNERS

− £37.2bn

− £12.6bn

Canada− style deal + trade deals − £154.8bn
̶

− £125.9bn

with 17 new countries
NIESR (2017)

Canada− style deal

− £278.7bn

− £277.0bn

− £278.7bn

− £216.6bn

− £150.2bn

− £108.3bn

− £83.3bn

− £69.4bn

not modelled

− £164.4bn

not modelled

− £240.2bn

Canada− style deal + trade
deals with Anglosphere &

̶

BRIICS
UK in a Changing

Withdrawal Agreement /

Europe (2018)

Chequers model

Centre for Economic
Performance, Dhingra
et al. (2017)

Single market, no
customs union

Rabobank Economic

Single market, no

Research (2017)

customs union

−

Canada− style deal

Source: Global Future analysis of named studies. See methodological note for full figures and details of the analysis.

Studies which have modelled the likely impacts of new
trade deals find their benefits do not come close to
compensating the lost trade with Europe. In the government’s analysis, trade agreements with 17 new countries
would replace less than two-thirds of lost EU trade even
under the ambitious (and now abandoned) Chequers
arrangements. If Britain instead pursued an FTA relationship with the EU, the new trade deals would replace just
19% of the lost trade. Similarly, a study from the National
Institute of Economics and Social Research found that

reductions caused by leaving the EU.
These analyses have been criticised by advocates of a
hard Brexit for both overestimating lost trade with the
EU and underestimating the benefits of ambitious new
trade deals. The Economists For Free Trade group, in
particular its chair Professor Patrick Minford, has argued that this is a result of flawed modelling approaches and assumptions shared across the most prominent
studies.6

striking new deals with all of the BRIICS and Anglosphere

We have not included alternative estimates from groups

countries would compensate for around 22% of the trade

like these, because we have been unable to identify

6

Minford (2019), ‘The effects of Brexit on the UK economy’, The World Economy 42, accessible at https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/

doi/10.1111/twec.12771.
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studies with a sufficient level of detail to be comparable.

of comparing its results to the other studies we have

Minford’s analysis of a potential UK-US deal, for example,

identified.

is in fact an analysis of complete unilateral trade liberalisation by Britain, which he argues would be equivalent.
It does not include detailed estimates of the effects of
such a policy on trade volumes, providing only an overall
figure for GDP and price effects.7 The Economists for
Free Trade analysis has been strongly criticised,8 but
our reason for excluding it is purely the impossibility

Nonetheless, we should ask: could increased trade with
the rest of the world cancel out the losses in EU trade
that leaving the customs union and single market will
bring? Table 3 shows the percentage increase in trade
with the rest of the world that would be needed to
achieve this.

TABLE 3. INCREASES IN REST OF THE WORLD TRADE REQUIRED TO CANCEL OUT REDUCTIONS IN EU
STUDY

Government,

SCENARIO

REQUIRED INCREASE IN REST OF THE WORLD TRADE

Chequers model

5.81%

"

Canada-style deal

24.2%

NIESR, Ebell (2017)

Canada-style deal

43.6%

November 2018

Canada-style deal + trade deals

"

with Anglosphere & BRIICS

UK in a Changing

Withdrawal Agreement / Chequers

Europe (2018)

model

33.9%*

23.5%

Centre for Economic
Performance, Dhingra

Single market, no customs union

13.0%

Single market, no customs union

25.7%*

Canada-style deal

37.5%*

et al. (2017)
Rabobank Economic
Research (2017)
"

Source: ONS, Global Future analysis of named studies. See methodological note for details.
* Figures marked with an asterisk give the increase needed over and above any increase already modelled, from general diversion or
(in the NIESR study) from new trade deals.

7

Minford (2019), ‘In One Bound We Can Be Free’, Economists for Free Trade, accessible at https://www.economistsforfreetrade.com/wp-con-

tent/uploads/2019/01/In-One-Bound-We-Can-Be-Free-Upload-2.pdf.
8

Sampson et al. (2016), ‘Economists for Brexit: A Critique’, LSE Centre for Economic Performance, accessible at http://cep.lse.ac.uk/pubs/down-

load/brexit06.pdf.
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These would be unusually large increases. An analysis for
the European Commission of the EU-US comprehensive
trade deal, the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP), found that the most ambitious version of
the deal would increase EU exports by 5.9% and imports
by 5.1%.9 A UK-specific version of the same modelling
found that TTIP would benefit Britain less, due to lower
current trade barriers, boosting UK exports by 2.9% and
imports by 2.5%.10 This boost is significantly smaller than
the estimate of lost EU trade in every one of the studies
we analysed.
For comparison, in the period from 1989 to 1999 Canada
increased its aggregate trade volumes by 58%, Australia by
32% and New Zealand by 20%.11 These are the achievements of three countries with strong preferences for free
trade, in an era that saw the conclusion and implementation of the Uruguay Round of global trade negotiations,
the creation of the WTO, and the signing of major trade
deals including NAFTA.
It would be an extraordinary success if Britain were able
to achieve such increases, in an era where there is far less
low-hanging fruit for liberalisation - tariffs today are, on average, at less than half the level they were in 1989.12
Advocates of an independent trade policy say that it is
precisely this kind of ambitious agenda that they want
to pursue. But will other countries be interested in such
deep trade arrangements with Britain? Will the UK be in a
negotiating position to win the kind of liberalisation these
aspirations suggest? There are very strong reasons to think
otherwise.
9

Centre for Economic Policy Research (2013), ‘Reducing Transatlantic Barriers to Trade and Investment: An Economic Assessment’, accessible at

http://www.econ.jku.at/papers/2015/wp1503.pdf.
10 Centre for Economic Policy Research (2013), ‘Estimating the Economic Impact on the UK of a Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership
Agreement between the European Union and the United States’, accessible at https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_data/file/198115/bis-13-869-economic-impact-on-uk-of-tranatlantic-trade-and-investment-partnership-between-eu-and-us.
pdf.
11 Figures from the World Bank’s WITS system, accessible at https://wits.worldbank.org/countrystats.aspx. After adjustments for inflation in the
domestic currency.
12 World Bank estimates, accessible at https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/TM.TAX.MRCH.SM.AR.ZS.
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Five key elements of trade power
Trade negotiations are long, technically complex and

and services, creating more opportunity for suppliers

often politically fraught. Governments will not always

to boost their exports. They are also likely to be the

see them as worth pursuing, if these challenges are not

countries that produce in-demand goods and services

justified by the potential for significant gains. Free trade

themselves, so decreasing barriers to imports from large

deals with larger and more influential countries will gen-

economies can also lead to substantial gains for domes-

erally be more valuable.

tic consumers. The natural logic of this consideration is

This, in fact, is one key point in the critique of EU trade
policy made by advocates of an independent trade policy: that the trade deals the EU has achieved have mostly

revealed by the emphasis placed on trade deals with the
United States and China by supporters of an independent trade policy.

been with small countries and so deliver very little for

Second, the existing level of trade with a country is also

British businesses. The focus, it’s argued, should be on

significant. Though countries where there is very little

the big fish.

current trade offer large potential for future expansion,

13

The same considerations apply from the perspective of
potential future trading partners for the UK. And the
reality is that very few countries will be as eager to sign a
deal with Britain as a future British prime minister will be
to prove the success of their trade agenda. This will make
it more difficult for the UK to interest partner countries
in opening negotiations and more difficult to conclude
deals on favourable terms.

reducing barriers to trade in markets where it’s already
proven that suppliers are competitive and consumers
are interested is a surer bet. This factor is also important because governments’ priorities in trade policy are
often driven by consultation with domestic interests,
and businesses already selling into a particular country but facing sizeable costs in the process - are likely to be
more vocal and specific in their demands than those with
more hypothetical interests. This is especially the case

The characteristics which make a country an attractive

when exporters already enjoy some tariff concessions

trading partner also, of course, give it more sway in

but these have not been made permanent through the

negotiations. The more interested a government is in

WTO or a bilateral trade agreement.15 Both economic

concluding a deal with a given partner, the more willing

and political factors point, as a result, towards prior-

they will be to make concessions during negotiations.

itising trade deals with countries that are already major

Academic research has highlighted five factors which are

trading partners.

particularly important.

14

Third, the extent of existing market access determines

First, the simple market size of a trading partner is an

whether trade negotiations offer much potential for

important determinant of their attractiveness. Larg-

improvement over the existing arrangements. In the

er economies have higher demand for foreign goods

extreme case where a country has unilaterally eliminat-

13 See, for example, Rishi Sunak’s 2016 argument in The Telegraph, accessible at https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/2016/06/01/one-glance-atthe-eus-dismal-trade-policy-simply-destroys-the-ec/
14 Our focus here is on material factors, though research has also pointed to the potential importance of domestic political processes, ideational
and normative factors, and persuasive power. The discussion below draws on the helpful literature review in Lamprecht (2014), accessible at http://
etheses.lse.ac.uk/903/1/Lamprecht_Bargaining_power_multilateral_trade_negotiations.pdf.
15 Shadlen (2006), ‘Globalisation, Power and Integration: The Political Economy of Regional and Bilateral Trade Agreements in the Americas’, Journal of Development Studies 44(1).
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ed all barriers to imports, for example, there is no way a

concessions outside trade policy can also influence the

free trade deal could improve market access - so there

interest other governments have in opening negotia-

is much less reason for other countries to enter into

tions. This kind of ‘issue linkage’ brings a large number of

negotiations. The same logic applies all along the spec-

other policy areas into play, and the more intersection

trum: where there is less liberalisation remaining to be

between the two countries’ interests in these other

achieved, there is less urgency to either enter or con-

areas, the more attractive a deal will seem. At the highest

clude trade negotiations.

levels of the UK civil service, the Cabinet Secretary Mark

Fourth, once talks are under way the relative urgency for
parties of concluding them plays a major part in determining the balance of bargaining power. The importance

Sedwill has called this the “Fusion Doctrine” and is already
advocating its effectiveness at advancing otherwise difficult trade negotiations.17

of each side’s ‘best alternative to a negotiated agreement’

A full assessment of how the UK measures up on each of

(BATNA) is well understood, both in negotiation theory

these fronts would be a task for comprehensive academ-

and in public debate - as evidenced by Theresa May’s in-

ic research. But a high-level analysis suggests that the

famous insistence that “no deal is better than a bad deal”.

UK is clearly a less attractive trade partner than the EU

The BATNA or fallback is influenced by several factors

on all of them - and so that Britain will not find it easy to

already discussed, notably economic heft and trade

conclude successful trade negotiations after Brexit.

dependence. But another major element is the country’s
trade arrangements with other countries:

MARKET SIZE

“A credible BATNA in multilateral trade negotiations can

The table below compares the UK to the EU (excluding

be influenced by bilateral trade agreements or membership

the UK) on four indicators of economic heft, drawn from

of regional FTAs.” A country which doesn’t have pref-

Lamprecht (2014). On all of them, Britain has a substan-

erential trade access anywhere will have less space to

tially smaller market to offer than the EU.

credibly threaten it will walk away from talks.

This is not surprising, of course, given that the EU is a

16

Finally, the scope a country has to make offers or

bloc of 27 economies. But this does not make the comparison misleading or unfair: it simply reflects the reality

Table 4. ECONOMIC POWER INDICATORS FOR THE UK AND EU, 2017.
UK

EU 27

Share of global GDP

3.26%

18.16%

Share of global imports

3.8%

33.3%

Share of global exports

2.6%

34.7%

Inward FDI

$64.7b

$540.2b

Outward FDI

$147.1b

$622.0b

INDICATOR

Source: World Bank; UN Comtrade via WITS.

16 Lamprecht (2014), p50. Accessible at http://etheses.lse.ac.uk/903/1/Lamprecht_Bargaining_power_multilateral_trade_negotiations.pdf.
17 Civil Service World (2019), https://www.civilserviceworld.com/articles/feature/roundtable-addressing-national-security-challenges-through-fusion-doctrine
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of modern trade that, with remaining barriers to trade

identified are shown in Table 5 with the share of their

relatively low, governments are much more interested in

exports that go to the UK and to the rest of the Europe-

trade agreements that encompass multiple national econ-

an Union.

omies than in bilateral deals. This is reflected in
recent prominent trade negotiations: the 11-country Comprehensive and Progressive Agreement for a
Trans-Pacific Partnership, 16-country Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership, and numerous deals

In all cases, again unsurprisingly, exports to the EU
substantially exceed those to the UK. Britain is a very minor export destination for all the countries identified as
trading partners of interest.

where one party is a multi-country customs union such

Of particular interest is that in many of these cases -

as the EU, Mercosur or Gulf Cooperation Council. In

including China, India and the Mercosur group - the

this context, many countries will place a higher priority on

proportional difference in exports is larger than the

trade negotiations with the EU than with the UK.

proportional difference between UK and EU GDP. The

18

imbalance suggests that these countries might view

TRADE DEPENDENCE

other EU states as more desirable trading partners. In

A similar story emerges when looking at the level of

these cases, far from being handicapped, Britain actively

trade dependence of potential partner countries. The

benefits from the indivisibility of the customs union: to

government’s analysis of the impact of EU exit assumed

improve its access to the German market, China must

nine new free trade agreements would be struck with

also make concessions that help the UK. In fact research

17 countries in total. The countries and trade blocs

suggests that this kind of dynamic has benefited the

Table 5. IMPORTANCE OF THE UK AS AN EXPORT MARKET
COUNTRY/BLOC

UK SHARE OF IMPORTS, 2016

EU (EXCL. UK)’S SHARE OF EXPORTS, 2017

United States

3.75%

18.59%

Australia

4.02%

7.49%

New Zealand

3.10%

6.95%

Malaysia

1.11%

10.17%

Brunei

0.62%

0.75%

China

2.66%

16.15%

India

3.28%

17.53%

Mercosur

1.69%

19.85%

GCC

1.25%

5.58%

Note: Mercosur members are Brazil, Argentina, Paraguay and Uruguay. GCC members are Saudi Arabia, the UAE, Kuwait, Oman, Bahrain and Qatar.
Source: UN Comtrade via WITS.

18 See the World Bank’s list of regional trade agreements at http://rtais.wto.org/UI/PublicAllRTAList.aspx.

WWW.OURGLOBALFUTURE.COM

14

UK historically: trade deals struck by the EU lowered

EU, United States, Japan or Switzerland. Multiple trade

consumer prices in Britain more than in other member

commentators have observed that this limits the scope

states.

for further improvements in market access.21 That is par-

19

EXISTING MARKET ACCESS

ticularly true because most of the barriers that do remain
are immigration restrictions, which the government will

The UK has shared an external tariff with the rest of

be reluctant to put on the table in trade negotiations

the EU since 1973, as part of the common commercial

given it has repeatedly promised to restore exclusive

policy. It is possible that, after Brexit and the end of any

domestic control of migration policy.22

transition period, Britain could unilaterally raise or lower
tariffs and other trade barriers - either to achieve domestic benefits or to prepare the ground for upcoming trade
negotiations.

This factor is subject to uncertainty, both in assessment
and due to potential changes in policy. But the overall
picture at present is that, compared to the EU, the UK
will have exactly the same tariffs and lower non-tariff

At present, however, the UK has signalled its intention

barriers. By world standards, both types of barriers are

to apply the same tariff schedule as the EU currently

very low. Existing market access is therefore already

does. The average EU “most favoured nation” tariff - ap-

quite high, reducing the incentive for partner countries

plied to non-EU members without other trade arrange-

to engage in negotiations with Britain after Brexit.

20

ments in place - was 3.14% in 2017. This is below the
worldwide and OECD averages.
In the context of historically low tariff levels, non-tariff barriers are a major determinant of market access.
There are academic methods for quantifying the level of
non-tariff restrictions, but they are extremely complex
and we do not attempt to apply them here.
What is worth noting, though, is that many non-tariff
barriers are due to extensive or opaque regulation of
goods and services. The UK economy is, relative to other
EU countries and most of the world, very lightly regulated. Table 1 above showed that Britain puts substantially
fewer restrictions on foreign service suppliers than the

FALLBACK ARRANGEMENTS
This factor is also difficult to quantify, but it’s clear that
the UK will have almost uniquely bad existing arrangements and so a very poor BATNA for its future trade
negotiations. Three points should be highlighted.
First, the UK will no longer be a member of the EU, or
any other regional trade agreement. Immediately after
exit - which is when the government says it wants to
start negotiating trade deals - it will not even have any
clarity about what the future level of market access to
Europe will be. The substantial decline in trade with
Europe will hurt British exporters and domestic businesses in EU supply chains, and potentially worsen the

19 Breinlich et al. (2016), ‘How Have EU’s Trade Agreements Impacted Consumers?’, Discussion Paper No. 1417, LSE Centre for Economic Performance, accessible at http://cep.lse.ac.uk/pubs/download/dp1417.pdf.
20 Department for International Trade, 7 December 2018, ‘UK goods and services schedules at the WTO’, accessible at https://www.gov.uk/
government/publications/uk-goods-and-services-schedules-at-the-wto.
21 Morita-Jaeger & Winters (2018), ‘The UK’s future services trade deals with non-EU countries: A reality check’, Briefing Paper 24, UK Trade
Policy Observatory, accessible at http://blogs.sussex.ac.uk/uktpo/publications/the-uks-future-services-trade-deals-with-non-eu-countries-a-realitycheck/.
22 See Lowe (2019), ‘Restricting immigration means constricting trade in services’, Centre for European Reform, accessible at https://www.cer.eu/
insights/restricting-immigration-means-constricting-trade-services.
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country’s overall terms of trade, making it much less

diplomatic relationship.24 High non-economic costs to

credible that the UK could walk away from negotiations

walking away from a deal, which UK politicians would

attempting to improve market access elsewhere.

certainly face thanks to the centrality of trade to the

Second, Britain will not have other bilateral deals in
place. Nor will it have other bilateral negotiations at an
advanced stage. And the multilateral agenda of global
trade negotiations is almost completely stalled; the
Doha Round has been ongoing since 2001 and shows
little signs of progress. This means the UK will have
nothing it can point to in negotiations as an alternative
way of opening up export markets.

post-Brexit agenda, can severely curtail states’ bargaining power.
ISSUE LINKAGES
The range of non-trade issues which could potentially
be brought into free trade negotiations is very large,
and a concise discussion of whether the UK or EU has
more to offer in this space would be impossible. There
are, broadly, two contributing factors. The first is that

Thirdly, if the UK pursues a hard form of Brexit it will

the EU has significantly more to offer, in any domain,

have done so in large part because of arguments about

simply in virtue of its greater global sway and the larger

the value of free trade deals with non-EU countries.

number of governments it represents. The second,

The political imperative to achieve such deals for a

counterbalancing factor is that - as noted above - the

post-Brexit prime minister will therefore be extremely

UK has been particularly enthusiastic about the pros-

strong, as one tangible way of showing that Britain is

pects for the ‘Fusion doctrine’ of bringing non-trade

taking advantage of its new opportunities and “making a

considerations to the table in trade negotiations.

success” of Brexit. These domestic political realities are
very clear to outside observers, who will know that the
UK would find it very difficult to walk away from trade
talks.

Perhaps more important, however, is the fact that
greater leverage in this area is not necessarily desirable.
As will be discussed in Part 2 of this report, if the UK
wins trade deals by making concessions in foreign and

Academic literature on trade negotiations has often

security policy, that will be opposed rather than wel-

pointed out that governments which can point to the

comed by much of the British public.

high political costs of signing a deal are more able to
win concessions from their counterparties.23 Britain
would find itself in the opposite position. A parallel
can be drawn to the Australia-US free trade agreement: Australian negotiators recommended talks be
abandoned after the US refused to make concessions
in agriculture, but political leaders decided to sign
the deal anyway to avoid damaging the US-Australia

By all measures, then, the UK after Brexit will be a relatively small trading partner in a very weak bargaining
position. It is highly unrealistic to imagine that Britain
will be able to interest major trading partners in negotiations, or conclude them successfully, without making
major concessions.
This is in stark contrast to the position of the EU,

23 This is known as the ‘Schelling conjecture’. For discussion see eg. Milner & Rosendorff (1997), ‘Democratic Politics and International Trade
Negotiations: Elections and Divided Government as Constraints on Trade Liberalization’, Journal of Conflict Resolution 41(1).
24 See discussion in CEPR (2013), pp81-84, accessible at https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/271784/bis-14-512-trade-and-investment-balance-of-competence-review-project-report.pdf, and contemporary reporting at
https://www.theage.com.au/national/vailes-bittersweet-moment-of-success-20040210-gdxa0g.html.
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which research has found to be one of the most
influential players in world trade.25 Two experts
concluded that:
“the EU’s hegemonic power, based on the capacity to grant
or withhold access to its internal market, has become as
strong as that of the USA. Moreover, its more than 50 years
of experience negotiating international trade agreements
on behalf of its members have made the EU an essential
player and a powerful bargainer” 26
Relative to its current position as an EU member
state, an independent trade policy would likely make
Britain a significantly less attractive partner for other
trading nations.

25 Clark, Duchesne & Meunier (2000), ‘Domestic and International Asymmetries in United States-European Union Trade Negotiations’, International Negotiation 5, pp69-95.
26 Meunier & Nicolaïdis (2011), ‘The European Union as a Trade Power’, in International Relations and the European Union, 2nd edition, Hill &
Smith (eds.)
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Lengthy negotiations heighten cost
Using free trade agreements to compensate for dimin-

the period between the announcement that a deal has

ished trade with the EU faces another obstacle: the

been reached and its eventual signature and ratification,

length of time it takes to negotiate and implement such

and there is “considerable heterogeneity in their duration”,

deals. The impacts of EU exit will be felt immediately,

with some taking more than ten years.

while the benefits of future trade arrangements will take
time to be realised. It is likely that negotiations with some
partners, such as Australia and New Zealand, will begin
immediately after Britain leaves the EU - but that will still
leave an extended gap before they come to fruition.

One significant determinant of the length of trade negotiations was the number of negotiating parties. But,
importantly for a post-Brexit UK, the most influential
factor was the regional diversity of parties to a deal:
agreements between countries from different continents

Negotiations over international trade are always lengthy,

tend to take longer.28 Cross-regional deals have around a

but there are particular risks for the UK. As a formal, legal

20% chance of taking over four years to negotiate, com-

matter, the British government cannot negotiate new

pared to a chance of about 5% for agreements between

trade deals until it has left the EU. Informal and prepara-

neighbours. This suggests that concluding deals with, for

tory talks have not been opened with many countries, and

example, Commonwealth countries outside the EU will

talks that have occurred have made little progress.

not be a rapid process.

This is because of a further difficulty, which will persist

Focusing on negotiations with the United States, the

after Brexit: the UK’s relationship with by far its biggest

Peterson Institute for International Economics conduct-

trading partner and an enormous market remains deeply

ed a survey of US FTAs and found an average period

uncertain, and this uncertainty may not be resolved for

of 45 months between the launch of negotiations and

several years. That makes it difficult for potential part-

the implementation of an agreement.29 There is again

ner countries to assess what a deal with Britain has to

substantial variation between agreements, and the

offer. It also means foreign businesses will be unsure

authors suggest that political conditions in the US can

how interested they are in selling to or investing in the

play an important role. They also highlight that the delay

UK - and so less likely to apply pressure on their own

between signing a deal and actually putting it into force

governments to make a deal. These factors make it more

it has grown longer in recent years, as agreements be-

likely that trading partners will hold off on concluding

come more complex and implementation becomes more

negotiations with Britain.

difficult. This is likely to be of particular concern for the

These factors exacerbate what is already a major issue.
Trade negotiations have a tendency to become extremely
drawn out.
One academic study of 88 free trade agreements struck
between 1988 and 2009 found that negotiations had
an average duration of 28 months.27 This figure excludes

British customs bureaucracy, which will be experiencing
an enormous increase in workload as a result of exiting
the single market.
Other analysis, looking at trade agreements struck by
five countries the UK will want to prioritise after Brexit
- the US, China, India, Australia and New Zealand - has

27 Moser & Rose (2012), ‘Why Do Trade Negotiations Take So Long?’, Journal of Economic Integration 27(2), pp280-290.
28 Specifically, negotiations are longer when they include countries from multiple WTO-defined regions.
29 Freund & McDaniel (2016), ‘How Long Does It Take to Conclude a Trade Agreement With the US?’, PIIE, accessible at https://piie.com/blogs/
trade-investment-policy-watch/how-long-does-it-take-conclude-trade-agreement-us.
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found an average negotiation period of more than

Beyond this, the premise that the UK could negotiate

four years.

deals more rapidly is only reasonable if we make large and

30

The significance of delays in negotiations should not

politically difficult concessions during trade talks.

be underestimated. The last section noted that the

The structural reason to think that the EU might be a

very large losses in EU trade are unlikely to be replaced

slower negotiator than Britain is that there are more

by new FTAs. But whatever the benefits of new trade

‘veto points’ in its political structure. Most modern trade

deals turn out to be, they will not be experienced for

agreements are classed as ‘mixed’ agreements in EU law,

several years.

and so require national ratification by all of the member

Departure from the EU and the end of the transition
period will mark the beginning of several years of pure
trade loss. On the government’s most optimistic analysis,
Britain will lose almost £40 billion in trade with the EU
each year while it waits for new deals to be negotiated.
It is very unlikely that new arrangements will exceed the
reduction in trade with Europe once instituted, but even
if they do there will be years of uncompensated loss in
the interim.
One claim made by advocates of an independent trade
policy is that the EU is unusually slow and ineffectual in
the way it conducts trade negotiations.31 Limited evidence has been offered in support of this claim, and it
is at odds with the significant academic evidence (cited
above) that the EU is a highly effective actor in world
trade. But it does raise a question: couldn’t the UK get
the benefits of free trade earlier than it would in the EU,
by being a quicker and nimbler negotiator?

states. There are thus potentially 28 different sets of red
lines which can constrain negotiations, or even more
when sub-national governments need to be consulted.
In a UK-only deal, there would not need to be protracted
and difficult negotiations over issues - like the French
‘cultural exception’ or insufficient protection for Italian
regional specialties32 - which are of major interest only to
countries other than the UK.
This, however, is not the advantage it might seem. Concessions which the EU will not make, when negotiating as
a whole, fall into two categories. The first is concessions
which simply aren’t relevant to the UK - they’re important for domestic interests in other EU members, but
don’t matter to British producers or consumers. These
would, for that reason, be politically painless. But for
the same reason they hardly qualify as concessions, and
wouldn’t be of much value in a negotiation involving only
the UK. Britain could sign an agreement committing not
to use quotas for domestic content on television or radio,

The first problem with this suggestion comes from the

but since it does not currently do so, that commitment is

evidence, discussed above, that the UK will not be an

worth very little in comparison to the same promise from

especially attractive trading partner. If other countries pri-

France. Concessions on issues like these, if they even

oritise striking a free trade agreement with the EU over

mattered enough to come up in negotiations, could not

one with the UK, there will be relatively little the UK can

be expected to unlock much in exchange.

do to ensure negotiations are concluded quickly.
30 The Times, April 3 2018. https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/britain-must-make-new-trade-deals-in-record-time-w8dc82qdn
31 For example, international trade secretary Liam Fox in The Independent (accessible at https://www.independent.co.uk/voices/liam-fox-brexitfree-trade-deals-democracy-latest-a8199051.html) and Conservative MP Rishi Sunak in The Times in 2016 (accessible at https://www.telegraph.
co.uk/news/2016/06/01/one-glance-at-the-eus-dismal-trade-policy-simply-destroys-the-ec/)
32 Reuters, 14 June 2018, ‘Italy won’t ratify EU free-trade deal with Canada: farm minister’, accessible at https://uk.reuters.com/article/us-italy-minister-canada-trade/italy-wont-ratify-eu-free-trade-deal-with-canada-farm-minister-idUKKBN1JA0TR.
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That leaves the category of genuine concessions -

When negotiations do start, the UK’s small size mean

whether that be on agricultural tariffs, import standards

it will likely obtain worse terms than the EU as a whole

or supranational limits on the government’s regulatory

would. Britain’s greater need to strike a deal, thanks to

authority. It’s by no means clear that the UK govern-

being newly cut off from Europe’s single market, will ex-

ment actually would be more willing than other EU

acerbate that uneven bargaining position. And the most

countries to make such politically difficult moves. If it

plausible advantage of being an independent trading

did so, more importantly, it’s hotly contested whether

nation - the ability to make agreements more quickly

that would be a good thing.

than the European Commission - can only be realised

This is not to say there are no areas in which Britain
could be a nimbler negotiating partner than the EU.

if British negotiators are willing to use their newfound
independence to make sizeable concessions.

Some countries seek relative uniformity among their

All of this points to a scenario in which the UK is

free-trade agreements with other nations, and so there

pushed to make unwelcome changes, and gets the

may be provisions they want included which would be

worse end of the trade deals it does manage to nego-

obstacles for other European countries but not for the

tiate.33 The British government will be in a structurally

UK. There are also straightforward logistical benefits

weak position in global trade. That fact alone should

from having fewer parties to talks as they proceed.

raise serious doubts about whether an independent

But the main way for Britain to conclude trade deals
more quickly than Europe is simply to go into them
with fewer, or no, red lines and a willingness to make

trade policy is a goal worth pursuing. The next section
of this report goes further, and looks at what those
difficult negotiations might deliver.

concessions to avoid prolonged negotiations. This is
the reality of Brexiter suggestions that the UK can be a
speedy negotiator once it leaves the EU.
A WEAK HAND
The overall picture is that Britain, considered not in general economic terms but specifically as a trading nation, will
be in an extremely difficult position after a hard Brexit.
The country will leave the most advanced free trade bloc
in the world, slashing international trade as a result.
It will take an array of unusually ambitious bilateral
trade deals to make up for these losses, and the UK will
not be well-placed to achieve them. Most trading partners will have good reason to prioritise negotiations
with the EU over dealing with Britain, a small, already
largely liberalised economy.

33 This assessment is shared by experts at the UK Trade Policy Observatory. See UKTPO (2018), ‘Response to the Department for International
Trade consultation on UK Trade with the United States’, accessible at http://blogs.sussex.ac.uk/uktpo/files/2018/11/Trade-with-the-US-UKTPOFinal.pdf, p19.

WWW.OURGLOBALFUTURE.COM

20

Part Two: What Britain Could Lose
PARTNERS WILL PRESS HARD IN SENSITIVE

Average EU tariffs on agriculture are more than three

SECTORS

times higher than those on industrial goods. When the

Once the UK is striking trade deals separately from the
EU, potential trading partners will be particularly inter-

UK inherits these tariff levels, it will immediately come
under pressure in negotiations to reduce them.

ested in making gains in areas that are intractable in

This will be a major political challenge for UK politicians and

negotiations with the EU as a whole.

a serious risk for many operators in British agriculture.

One likely target is the agricultural sector. Tariffs and

Agricultural productivity growth has been much lower in

non-tariff barriers in agriculture have been one of the

the UK than in the countries we will be trying to negotiate

major sticking points in trade negotiations for decades.

with, and the sector would be very vulnerable to competi-

Although tariffs have been eliminated for many develop-

tion from these producers. That is reflected in the govern-

ing countries and lowered for others, EU members have

ment’s published plans for trade in the event of a no deal

been extremely reluctant to liberalise their agricultural

Brexit, which would eliminate tariffs on the vast majority

trade with other wealthy nations.

wof products but retain them for agriculture.34

This has become a major priority for future trading

The government’s Brexit economic analysis identifies

partners like Australia and the United States, which have

the United States, Australia, New Zealand and the South

large and competitive domestic agricultural industries.

American Mercosur bloc as desired FTA partners. Given
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34 Financial Times, February 26 2019, ‘Theresa May to impose agricultural tariffs in no-dea Brexit’. Accessible at https://www.ft.com/content/7bc687cc-3922-11e9-b856-5404d3811663
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TOTAL FACTOR PRODUCTIVITY GROWTH IN AGRICULTURE
FIGURE 2. TOTAL FACTOR PRODUCTIVITY GROWTH IN AGRICULTURE
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the high level of existing tariffs and the fact that their

The nuances of the economic model for agriculture in

producers would be extremely competitive in the UK

the UK are well beyond the scope of this report. Reform

market, all will put a very strong emphasis on agriculture

and liberalisation in the sector would no doubt have ben-

in any future negotiations.

efits – for example, to consumers who might enjoy lower

Negotiations focused on these agricultural tariffs will
come in an already challenging period for British agriculture. Plans in the agriculture bill to reform the subsidy
scheme after Brexit will force many farms to dramatically
change their business models.35 And farmers will also
be dealing with reduced demand from the EU, thanks to
non-tariff barriers and very likely increased tariffs. Ex-

prices - as well as cost. The important point, however,
is the high risk that the British government will impose
liberalisation not at a time of its choosing, and not even
because it is convinced of the merits of doing so, but
simply in order to close a deal.

Foreign policy spillovers

posing the industry to greater competition from beyond

As well as being pushed to make concessions in trade

the EU at the same time would create an environment of

liberalisation itself, Britain could face substantial pres-

extreme upheaval for large numbers of farmers.

sure in non-trade policy areas as well. Trade negotia-

35 Financial Times, September 12 2018, ‘UK subsidy change risks increase in imports, say farmers’. Accessible at https://www.ft.com/content/
e142dc40-b696-11e8-bbc3-ccd7de085ffe.
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tions have in recent years taken on a strong geopolitical

their concern that the UK could be pushed to soften its

element, particularly (though not exclusively) when they

position on China’s expansionist ambitions in the South

involve China. There was a broad consensus among

China Sea, or on Chinese involvement in crucial infra-

analysts, for example, that the Obama administration’s

structure.38

interest in the Trans-Pacific Partnership was motivated in
large part by strategic, rather than economic, concerns.36
The TPP was meant to give Asian countries an alternative to deepening commercial ties with China, in order to
diminish Chinese power in the region and globally.37

The Huawei controversy, which exploded into public
prominence in April this year, demonstrates both the
government’s desire not to offend Chinese interests and
China’s willingness to apply pressure on the UK. A leak
from the National Security Council revealed the govern-

Negotiating a free trade agreement with China would be

ment’s intention to use technology from Huawei, whose

a high priority for a post-Brexit government. Advocates

ownership structure and links to the Chinese govern-

of a hard departure from the EU have pointed to China,

ment are highly opaque, in the construction of Britain’s

the world’s second-largest economy, as a market Britain

5G network - despite several Cabinet ministers and the

could win access to with an independent trade policy.

US objecting on national security grounds.

And the government has already been making overtures
to China for several years: the UK was the first Western
country to join China’s new Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank - a rival to the World Bank - and the government has welcomed Chinese involvement in projects like
the Hinkley Point nuclear plant.

The government has been sharply criticised over the
move, with MPs and US officials going public with their
concern that it could jeopardise British security and
intelligence ties with America.39 But China has warned
the government off changing its position. The Chinese
ambassador to the UK, Liu Xiaoming, wrote in The

But more would be needed, in all likelihood, to conclude

Sunday Telegraph that Britain should “make the right

an FTA, especially given Britain’s poor bargaining posi-

decision independently” - and, in language directly linking

tion. European diplomats have told The Economist of

decisions like this to trade partnerships, said that “the

36 European Parliament (2016), ‘Trans-Pacific Partnership: Geopolitical implications for EU-US relations’, Directorate-General for External Policies,
accessible at http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2014_2019/documents/d-us/dv/03_1_tppstudy_/03_1_tppstudy_en.pdf
South China Morning Post, 6 November 2015, ‘It’s the geopolitics, stupid: US-led TPP trade pact less about boosting economies than containing
China’s rise’, accessible at https://www.scmp.com/news/china/policies-politics/article/1876024/its-geopolitics-stupid-us-led-tpp-trade-pact-lessabout
Takashi (2016), ‘The Geostrategic Significance of the TPP agreement for the Asia-Pacific’, Nippon.com, accessible at https://www.nippon.com/en/
column/g00338/the-geostrategic-significance-of-the-tpp-agreement-for-the-asia-pacific.html
37 The Diplomat, 2 September 2018, ‘TPP, RCEP and the Liberal Economic Order’, accessible at https://thediplomat.com/2018/09/tpp-rcep-andthe-liberal-economic-order/
Solís (2016), ‘The Trans-Pacific Partnership: The politics of openness and leadership in the Asia-Pacific’, Brookings Institution, accessible at https://
www.brookings.edu/research/the-trans-pacific-partnership-the-politics-of-openness-and-leadership-in-the-asia-pacific-2/
Christman (2016), ‘Vietnam, TPP and Geostrategy in Asia’ Hedgeye, accessible at https://app.hedgeye.com/insights/51381-vietnam-tpp-and-geostrategy-in-asia
38 The Economist, 28 March 2019, ‘Britain’s neighbours fret that it could drift away’, accessible at https://www.economist.com/europe/2019/03/28/britains-neighbours-fret-that-it-could-drift-away.
39 The Guardian, 29 April 2019, ‘Huawei tech would put UK-US intelligence ties at risk, official says’, accessible at https://www.theguardian.com/
technology/2019/apr/29/drop-huawaei-or-we-could-cut-intelligence-ties-us-warns-uk.
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last thing China expects from a truly open and fair ‘global

block products from a market, significantly raise costs by

Britain’ is a playing field that is not level.”

requiring lengthy assessment procedures, or even force

40

As a case study of the way trade policy spills over into
other sensitive policy domains, and of the intense

firms to make multiple versions of a product in order to
satisfy different standards.

cross-pressures that ‘going it alone’ in world trade bring,

In FTA negotiations, countries attempt to ease these

the Huawei controversy is hard to surpass. In areas

burdens by bringing regulations in line with each other

like this one, the crossover between commercial policy

or with international standards, agreeing that different

interests and foreign policy considerations is explicit and

national regulations will count as equivalent, or allowing

unavoidable. The potential for issue linkages goes much

the other country to conduct product assessments.43

further than that, as Britain will seek to establish a good

They also typically obtain agreement on the transparen-

relationship with countries like China and India to facili-

cy and fairness of the process by which new regulations

tate trade negotiations that might otherwise make very

are introduced.

slow progress.

41

All these measures constrain the autonomy of national

Compounding the risk is the fact that the government -

governments to set their own regulations. This is not a

in particular the Cabinet Secretary, Mark Sedwill - ap-

unique feature of the EU’s single market - though the

pears to be actively enthusiastic about the prospect of

process of harmonisation and equivalence recognition

using issues from other policy areas as bargaining chips

is much more advanced in the EU, contributing to the

in trade talks.

single market’s status as the most advanced trade area in

42

These interlinkages would be challenging to manage at

the world.

the best of times. For a British government in a par-

Consider, for example, the recent EU-Japan free trade

ticularly weak bargaining position, they would become

agreement. In the area of car manufacturing, the major

almost impossible to navigate without making serious

concession obtained from Japan was not a tariff reduc-

concessions on either the independence of Britain’s for-

tion but a commitment to align its regulatory standards

eign policy or the ambition of the trade agenda needed

with those laid down by a UN body and apply its rules

to compensate for leaving the European market.

in a more predictable manner.44 This had been raised in

REGULATORY AUTONOMY
It’s well-established that negotiations on regulations and
product standards are at the heart of modern free-trade
agreements. Regulatory barriers to trade can entirely

consultation by manufacturers in the EU as one of the
principal barriers to exporting to Japan, and so was a
priority in trade negotiations.
The centrality of regulation in modern trade negotiations
is important for two reasons. The first is that an independ-

40 The Sunday Telegraph, 27 April 2019, ‘Britain can and must work with Huawei on 5G’, accessible at https://www.telegraph.co.uk/politics/2019/04/27/britain-can-must-work-huawei-5g/.
41 Former Australian prime minister Kevin Rudd has said that “India’s trade and commerce bureaucracy is the most mercantilist and outright protectionist in the world”. See http://kevinrudd.com/2019/03/12/think-the-commonwealth-can-save-brexit-britain-thats-utter-delusion/
42 See https://www.civilserviceworld.com/articles/feature/roundtable-addressing-national-security-challenges-through-fusion-doctrine.
43 These steps are often referred to, respectively, as harmonisation, equivalence, and mutual recognition.
44 The UN Economic Commission for Europe hosts the World Forum for the Harmonization of Vehicle Regulations. For details on the forum, see
http://www.unece.org/trans/main/welcwp29.html. For details on regulatory measures in the EU-Japan agreement, see http://trade.ec.europa.eu/
doclib/docs/2017/july/tradoc_155720.pdf.
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ent, free-trading Britain will not have complete domestic

and obligations, including with respect to science-based

autonomy to set its standards. This kind of autonomy has

measures, good regulatory practice, import checks,

been suggested as a benefit of leaving the customs union

equivalence, regionalization, certification, and risk

and single market - whether for principled, sovereignty-re-

analysis”

lated reasons or practical reasons of economic efficiency
- but it cannot be achieved in reality. In negotiations with

•

unjustified trade restrictions … (including unjustified

the EU, for example, Britain will almost certainly commit

labeling) that affect new technologies.”46

to maintaining vehicle regulations aligned with the UN
standards, and so to the EU’s rules.
The second issue is that, given the weak bargaining position the UK will be in during negotiations, there is a substantial risk of the government being pressured to make
unwelcome concessions on regulatory matters.
There is a large range of areas in which the government
could face this kind of pressure, but an obvious starting
point is the US government’s stated priorities for negotiations with the UK, as published in February this year.45
In agriculture, there are several objectives which could
raise concerns in the UK:
•

•

Though couched in technical language, these objectives
would cause radical change in the British regulatory environment. “Regulatory cooperation” could mean putting
greater reliance on the US Food and Drug Administration
rather than domestic regulators to assess standards,
while “equivalence” would mean accepting US regulatory
standards wholesale in some cases. “Agricultural biotechnologies” refers to, among other things, genetically-modified products, and the mention of “unjustified labeling”
clearly shows that not just the current moratorium on all
GMO products but also any requirement to clearly label
them would be targeted by US negotiators.
“Science-based measures” is a well-established short-

“Promote greater regulatory compatibility to reduce

hand for the American complaint about EU rules which

burdens associated with unnecessary differences in

block US agricultural imports. The US takes a different

regulations and standards, including through regulato-

approach to assessing the scientific evidence on food

ry cooperation where appropriate.”

safety regulations, and argues that rules stricter than its

“Establish specific commitments for trade in products
developed through agricultural biotechnologies, including on transparency, cooperation, and managing low

own standards are not “based on science” and should be
abandoned. These include rules limiting:
•

information and enhanced cooperation on agricultural

•

biotechnologies.”

Chlorine-washing of food - including turkey, fish,
other meats, and fruit and vegetables, as well as the
widely-discussed chicken47

“Provide for enforceable and robust SPS obligations
that build upon World Trade Organization (WTO) rights

Hormone-injection of beef cattle, to improve efficiency and allow industrial farming practices

level presence issues, and a mechanism for exchange of

•

“Establish new and enforceable rules to eliminate

•

Routine use of antibiotics, which is five times higher

45 Available from the Office of the United States Trade Representative at https://ustr.gov/sites/default/files/Summary_of_U.S.-UK_Negotiating_
Objectives.pdf.
46 Emphasis added.
47 Millstone (2017), ‘Would you like hormones, GM and extra antibiotics with that? How Brexit threatens food security’, LSE Brexit blog. Accessible at https://blogs.lse.ac.uk/brexit/2017/12/11/would-you-like-hormones-gm-and-extra-antibiotics-with-that-how-brexit-threatens-food-security/
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in the US than the UK, raising concerns about

negotiations.50 Many of these names, however, are freely

antibiotic resistance48

used in the United States, and US negotiators would

Beyond safety regulations, the US priorities for reform
also include “the improper use of … geographical indications” in product names - which currently protect goods
like Stilton cheese - many of which America argues

insist the UK allow them to be sold under those names
in Britain.51 Under pressure to make good on promises
of trade deals, politicians could jeopardise the links with
Europe they say they want to maintain.

should be “generic terms for common use”, and which are

A second sensitive area where regulatory standards

freely used by producers in the US.

could come under pressure in trade negotiations is

49

These would all be substantial changes, likely opposed
by large sections of the British public, and should not be
pushed through simply because politicians who championed an independent trade policy are desperate to
validate their promise of new trade deals.
Changes to safety standards would affect consumers,
but they would also put intense pressure on domestic
producers. Use of hormones, antibiotics and chemical
washes allow lower standards and costs elsewhere in the
production process, meaning British producers will face

healthcare. The US pharmaceutical industry has a significant influence on the country’s trade posture, and the
government has often pursued patent protection - limiting the availability of cheap generic drugs - and greater
market access for its pharmaceutical companies.
The US Trade Representative’s published priorities
include ensuring that any FTA “fosters innovation” in medicine, a reference to the American stance that high prices
and strong patent protection are necessary to incentivise
research and development by pharmaceutical firms.

severe price competition from US imports. Market ac-

An illustrative case is the Australia-US Free Trade Agree-

cess to the EU would also be compromised, because the

ment. Australia regulates the public funding of drugs

presence in the UK supply chain of imports which do not

through the Pharmaceutical Benefits Scheme (PBS),

meet European safety standards would lead to stricter,

fixing prices and only funding more expensive medicines

costlier and more time-consuming checks on products

when there is strong clinical evidence that they provide

being imported from Britain.

additional benefits. The PBS was a major issue in nego-

Geographical indications could also threaten Britain’s
ties with Europe. The EU usually insists on protection
for its products - including British goods, as well as
continental ones such as feta and parmesan - in its trade

tiations for AUSFTA. The Australian government denied
that it had made concessions on the PBS. But academics
have raised concerns. In the name of transparency, the
agreement introduced a review mechanism for drugs
rejected from the PBS, providing increased opportuni-

48 Calculations from the Alliance to Save Our Antibiotics, February 2018, accessible at http://www.saveourantibiotics.org/media/1789/
us-and-uk-antibiotic-use-comparison-calculations-080218.pdf.
49 Nottingham Post, 6 March 2018, ‘US fighting to remove protection for Nottinghamshire cheese post-Brexit’, accessible at https://www.nottinghampost.com/whats-on/food-drink/nottingham-stilton-cheese-brexit-threat-1303739.
See also https://www.parkersbritishinstitution.com/product/cornish-pasty.
50 See eg. the EU’s factsheet on agriculture in the CETA deal with Canada, accessible at http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2017/september/
tradoc_156065.pdf.
51 Reuters, 24 July 2015, ‘What’s in a name? U.S, EU battle over ‘feta’ in trade talks’, accessible at https://www.reuters.com/article/us-eu-usatrade-cheese/whats-in-a-name-u-s-eu-battle-over-feta-in-trade-talks-idUSKCN0PY14B20150724
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ties for lobbying efforts.52 It also established an ongoing
working group which appears to have influenced subsequent legislation relaxing price controls on some branded medicines.53

Sovereignty and investor-state
disputes
A third consequence of Britain’s poor bargaining position
is that, in order to reach agreement, the government may

During the secretive negotiations over the proposed EU-

have to give non-British courts jurisdiction over domestic

US trade deal, TTIP, activists raised concerns about the

policy decisions, undermining the parliamentary sover-

implications for the NHS of provisions on pharmaceuti-

eignty Brexit advocates hope to restore.

cals and competition rules. These were often lurid, and
54

it is exceedingly unlikely that major structural change in
the NHS would occur as a result of a free trade deal. But
it is undeniably the case that the US will push for changes that would see higher prices paid for drugs as part of
negotiations, and the UK will be in a significantly weaker
position to resist such demands than the EU as a whole
is in TTIP talks.

Investor-state dispute settlement, known as ISDS, has
been an element of many trade and investment treaties
since the 1950s. ISDS is intended to promote investment by protecting foreign firms from unfair treatment.
It provides a procedure for firms to raise complaints
about a government’s conduct, and have them determined by an arbitration panel which can order the
government to pay compensation, reverse its actions

Finally, there are large areas of regulation where the appro-

or both. But it has become intensely controversial in

priate path for future policy is far from clear, but US trade

recent years, as companies bring ISDS complaints over

priorities would foreclose important possibilities. There is,

environmental or public health policies that impede

for example, a growing movement for ‘algorithmic justice’

their business.

and debate over how to ensure automated decision-making
is fair and transparent. And as more and more economic
activity comes to be built on the collection, analysis and sale
of data, data protection regulation is becoming a topic of
huge social importance. The US priority list would sharply
limit what kinds of regulations can be introduced in these
areas - banning any restrictions on cross-border data flows
and any requirement to make algorithms or source code
publicly available - before there has been any serious debate
in Britain on these issues.

The debate over ISDS is complex and highly polarised.
Critics highlight individual cases that show the potential
for abuse in the system - for example, Ethyl Corporation’s
case against the Canadian government for banning a fuel
additive for safety reasons, or French firm Veolia’s complaint against Egypt for raising its minimum wage.55 They
also point to structural features of ISDS, as implemented
in many agreements, which make it favourable to corporate complainants and restrict the ability of governments
to set important public policies.56

52 Faunce (2007), ‘Reference pricing for pharmaceuticals: is the Australia–United States Free Trade Agreement affecting Australia’s Pharmaceutical
Benefits Scheme?’, Medical Journal of Australia 187(4). Accessible at https://www.mja.com.au/journal/2007/187/4/reference-pricing-pharmaceuticals-australia-united-states-free-trade-agreement.
53 Faunce, Bai & Nguyen (2010), ‘Impact of the Australia-US Free Trade Agreement on the Australian Medicines Regulation and Prices’, Journal of
Generic Medicines 7(1). Accessible at https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1547563.
54 The Guardian, 22 February 2016, ‘TTIP deal poses ‘real and serious risk’ to NHS, says leading QC’, accessible at https://www.theguardian.com/
business/2016/feb/22/ttip-deal-real-serious-risk-nhs-leading-qc
55 See https://www.international.gc.ca/trade-agreements-accords-commerciaux/topics-domaines/disp-diff/ethyl.aspx?lang=eng and https://isds.
bilaterals.org/?veolia-loses-isds-case-against.
56 See, for example, the arguments made on the ISDS Platform at http://isds.bilaterals.org/?-the-basics-.
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For example:
•

announced in 2011 that it would not seek ISDS provi-

Arbitrators, selected on an ad-hoc basis for each
complaint, have other full-time employment - including as litigators in other ISDS disputes57

•

There is no established body of case law and decisions are not binding precedents

•

More recently, the EU in its agreement with Canada has
established a new Investment Court System, designed to
address some of the major complaints about the existing

expectations” of the regulatory environment make it

than ad hoc panels.60

Claims can only be initiated by companies against
government, not by citizens or governments against
investors

The prominence of ISDS in modern free trade agreements is important to Britain’s post-Brexit trading agenda for two reasons.
First, it puts into perspective the role of the European

Only foreign companies, not domestic ones, can
have recourse to ISDS

•

tice after a change of government.59

ISDS system by creating a permanent public court rather

lation

•

countries, though this position was abandoned in prac-

Provisions which protect companies’ “legitimate
difficult to continuously improve and expand regu-

•

sions in future free-trade agreements with developing

Court of Justice - a major target of Eurosceptic criticism. There are clear parallels between ISDS panels and
the ECJ, which are both empowered to assess domes-

Companies are able to ‘forum shop’ for the best

tically-made law and policy for compatibility with a su-

prospects of success, because they can choose

pranational legal framework. The powers of the ECJ are

between domestic legal remedies and ISDS, and

more extensive than those of ISDS arbitrators, largely

use subsidiaries to pick a country to raise an ISDS

because - as noted above - they need to be to protect

complaint from

the EU’s highly advanced single market from internal

Defenders of the ISDS system argue that these features

barriers to trade.

are exaggerated, or replicated in uncontroversial parts of

Conversely, though, the EU legal system is clearly pref-

the global trading system like the WTO’s Dispute Settle-

erable to ISDS in many ways. The ECJ bases its decisions

ment Body. They also maintain that the number of ISDS

on a detailed body of law, issues binding precedential

complaints globally is very low, and that companies win

judgements and is composed of full-time judges without

less than half the cases they raise.

conflicts of interest. Though its decisions are binding and

58

The details of the debate notwithstanding, the backlash
against ISDS has been influential in the formation of
global trade policy. The Australian government

override national law, they interact with domestic court
systems in a nuanced manner reflecting their different
areas of expertise.

57 Kaushal (2009), ‘How the Past Matters for the Present Backlash against the Foreign Investment Regime’, Harvard Journal of International Law
50.
58 Gallagher & Shrestha (2011), ‘Investment Treaty Arbitration and Developing Countries: A Re-Appraisal’, Global Development & Environment
Institute Working Paper 11-01, accessible at http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/bitstream/179093/2/11-01TreatyArbitrationReappraisal.pdf.
59 Trade Policy Statement, April 12 2011 Australian Government. Version accessible at https://www.asil.org/insights/volume/15/issue/22/australian-trade-policy-statement-investor-state-dispute-settlement
60 European Commission (2016), ‘Investment Provisions in the EU-Canada free trade agreement (CETA)’, accessible at http://trade.ec.europa.eu/
doclib/docs/2013/november/tradoc_151918.pdf.
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In short, the prevalence of ISDS provisions shows that

Investor-state disputes are an extremely complex part of

- contrary to the arguments of many Brexit advocates -

modern trade negotiations. An effective mechanism for

compromising parliamentary sovereignty through some

holding governments to their international commitments

form of non-domestic court or tribunal is almost una-

is clearly vital to a meaningful free trade agenda. But it’s

voidable in the modern trading system. That undermines

also apparent that there is large scope for ISDS to result

arguments against single market membership based on

in overreach and unwarranted constraint on the pursuit

ECJ jurisdiction. Comparison of the ECJ to typical ISDS

of legitimate public policy. This wide variance makes it all

arrangements reveals that leaving the single market

the more important that governments do not enter trade

might only mean giving away sovereignty to less trans-

negotiations with a weak hand that could leave them

parent and fair arbitration systems.

conceding to the most concerning forms of dispute settle-

The second important point is that the EU is currently at the forefront of positive reforms to ISDS. The

ment mechanism. Pursuing an independent trade policy
will leave Britain in precisely that position.

Investment Court System established with Canada does
not represent a complete overhaul of the ISDS regime,
but it clearly lays the groundwork for an approach to
investment disputes which is less ad hoc and more
transparent and equitable. It’s almost certain that the
EU will continue to pursue this reform agenda, because
concerns about ISDS made the ratification of CETA very
difficult - particularly in Belgium - and because of growing uncertainty about its compatibility with European
law.61,62
Whilst a participant in the EU’s trade policy, the UK
has the opportunity to benefit from and shape these
reforms. That’s particularly important because London
is a major venue for ISDS arbitration, which British legal
firms are heavily involved in. As a sole negotiator, lacking the bargaining power to insist on bespoke or novel
approaches to investment disputes, it’s substantially
more likely that the UK will end up accepting traditional ISDS arrangements. That would expose Britain to a
more concerning depredation of sovereignty, as well
as freezing the UK government out of the process of
reforming the system.

61 The Greens/European Free Alliance, March 6 2018, ‘ECJ rules that intra-EU ISDS mechanisms are illegal’, accessible at https://www.greens-efa.
eu/en/article/press/ecj-rules-that-intra-eu-isds-mechanisms-are-illegal/.
62 Kluwer Arbitration Blog, January 29 2019, ‘AG Bot concludes that CETA’s Investment Court System is compatible with EU law’, accessible at
http://arbitrationblog.kluwerarbitration.com/2019/01/29/cjeu-opinion-117-ag-bot-concludes-that-cetas-investment-court-system-is-compatiblewith-eu-law/.
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Note on Northern Ireland
This report examines the realities of an independent

Representatives, Nancy Pelosi, has said that there would

trade policy for the UK as a whole, seeking to put into

be “no chance” of a successful trade deal if the Agreement

perspective Britain’s bargaining position and the chal-

were undermined.

lenges that going it alone in global trade will present.
There is one important factor in the UK’s trading future,
however, which we do not address: the question of the
land border between the UK and the Republic of Ireland.

The second possibility has been fiercely opposed by unionist politicians in Northern Ireland, particularly the Democratic Unionist Party, and would raise questions about
the future structural integrity - and perhaps even existence - of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and North-

A full analysis of the possibilities for the Irish border

ern Ireland. The principle that there should be no border

exceeds the scope of this report. It is clear that Northern

between Northern Ireland and Great Britain has been

Ireland puts severe constraints, beyond those identified

accepted by the government and across Parliament.

in the body of this report, on the pursuit of an independent trade policy.

The third possibility has been the favoured proposal of
advocates of a hard Brexit. Multiple efforts, most recent-

Leaving the customs union and the single market, and

ly an Alternative Arrangements Working Group of MPs,

pursuing divergence in trade and regulatory policy, would

have so far failed to produce a concrete that the Irish

necessitate border checks. There are three possibilities

government and EU agree is feasible and would avoid a

for such checks:

hard border.

•

At a ‘hard’ border, between Northern Ireland and the

As a result there are major obstacles to achieving the goal

Republic of Ireland;

of an independent trade policy. If one were achieved, it

•

At a regulatory border, between Northern Ireland and
the rest of the UK, with no checks on the Irish land
border;

•

might come at the cost of excluding Northern Ireland,
or of complex and costly technological arrangements on
the Irish border. Our report does not attempt to examine
these complications, but looks simply at the likely out-

Behind the border, with the official border between

comes if Britain did manage to pursue an independent

Northern Ireland and the Republic but checks con-

trade policy.

ducted elsewhere through technology and other
‘alternative arrangements’.
The first possibility would raise serious questions of
compatibility with the 1998 Good Friday Agreement. The
Irish government and other EU governments have been
steadfast in their position that this is not acceptable, and
the British government has accepted this throughout
negotiations. Taking this route would therefore make
it almost impossible to agree new trade arrangements
with the EU. It would also jeopardise negotiations with
the United States, which sees itself as a guarantor of the
Good Friday Agreement: the Speaker of the US House of
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Methodological Note
Our analysis of the trade effects of pursuing an inde-

•

We converted these figures into pound sterling terms

pendent trade policy draws on modelling work from

by applying the percentages to official ONS data on

five separate studies. These studies vary in multiple

2017 trade flows - Table A.2 shows these estimates,

respects which makes the process of collating them

again with blanks

challenging.

•

We interpolated missing figures, where possible, using

Two points of variation were particularly important.

accounting identities - for example, total trade vol-

First, the studies examine a wide range of scenarios -

ume must equal imports plus exports, and UK-RoW

from a no-deal exit to remaining in the EU - and used

trade must equal UK-World trade less UK-EU trade

different assumptions about what those scenarios

- Table A.3 shows these estimates, with interpolated

would look like. We collate here the results only of sce-

figures in red

narios compatible with a fully independent trade policy:
that is, those which involve leaving at least the customs
union and typically also the single market. We excluded scenarios of a more drastic break with the EU than
necessary for striking new trade deals, predominantly
those involving exit without a deal or future EU trade
based on WTO rules.

There is a necessary loss of precision in this process. The
percentage impacts in the studies are relative to a longterm baseline, not to 2017 trade flows. Changes in the
balance of trade between 2017 and the modelled baseline - for example, exports increasing at a faster rate than
imports - will mean that some figures will not add up as
they would for a static, single year. For example, the 2018

The results we show reflect three scenarios for the

modelling reported in UK in a Changing Europe (2018)

future trade relationship - a ‘Canada-style’ free-trade

gives a fall in total trade volumes of 8.6%. Applied direct-

deal, the government’s preferred model of customs

ly to current trade figures, that is a fall of around £108

cooperation, and single market membership without

billion. If we instead take the separate percentage falls for

customs union membership. There are still differences

imports and exports, apply them to current figures and

between the studies in the assumptions about how

then add them up, the total fall in trade volumes is just

these scenarios would play out, which reflect differ-

under £120 billion.

ences in expert opinion and the uncertainty about the
details of any future trade relationship.

A more straightforward, separate issue is that all our
pound sterling figures underestimate the actual effects,

Secondly, the studies’ results are not all directly compa-

because trade volumes will be larger in the future and

rable. Overall trade volumes can be broken down into

so the same percentage fall will have a higher sterling

UK-EU and UK-RoW, imports and exports, goods and

value.

services, or any more detailed combination of these.
Our selected studies do not all use the same breakdown. We have applied a simple process of conversion
and interpolation to produce comparable figures:
•

We collated the percentage impacts on various trade

For these reasons, our sterling figures cannot be regarded as precise estimates. They give a strong indication, however, of the magnitude in today’s terms of the
expected trade impacts of establishing an independent
trade policy.

flows estimated by different studies - Table A.1 shows
these estimates, with blanks where a flow was not
estimated
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The studies used are:
•

HM Government (2018), ‘EU Exit: Long-term economic analysis’, accessible at https://assets.publishing.service.
gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/760484/28_November_EU_Exit_-_Longterm_economic_analysis__1_.pdf
The relevant figures are in Table 4.2, columns for ‘Modelled White Paper’ and ‘Modelled average FTA scenario’.

•

NIESR (2017), ‘Prospects for the UK Economy’, National Institute Economic Review 239(1)
The relevant figures are in Box A, prepared by Monique Ebell and James Warren.

•

UK in a Changing Europe (2018), ‘The economic consequences of Brexit’, accessible at https://ukandeu.ac.uk/
research-papers/the-economic-consequences-of-brexit/
The trade volume figures were provided by the authors.

•

Centre for Economic Performance (2017), ‘The Costs and Benefits of Leaving the EU: Trade Effects’, CEP Discussion Paper 1478, accessible at http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/83612/1/dp1478.pdf
The relevant figures are in Table 5. We used the ‘Optimistic Scenario’ and ‘Short Run’ estimates.

•

Rabobank Economic Research (2017), ‘The permanent damage of Brexit’, accessible at https://economics.rabobank.com/publications/2017/october/the-permanent-damage-of-brexit/
The relevant figures are given in Section 3.

TABLE A.1. COLLATED TRADE IMPACTS, IN PERCENTAGE TERMS
WORLD

UK− EU

UK− RoW

SOURCE

SCENARIO

TOTAL

EXPORTS

IMPORTS

TOTAL

EXPORTS

IMPORTS

TOTAL

HMG (2018)

CHEQUERS +
NEW DEALS

− 1.0%

0.0%

− 2.0%

− 6.0%

− 4.0%

− 7.0%

4.0%

HMG (2018)

FTA +
NEW DEALS

− 10.0%

− 8.0%

− 12.0%

− 25.0%

− 24.0%

− 26.0%

5.0%

NIESR(2017)

FTA

− 22.0%

NIESR(2017)

BRIICS FTA

2.2%

NIESR(2017)

ANGLOSPHERE
FTA

2.6%

UKICE(2018)

WITHDRAWAL
AGREEMENT

− 8.6%

IMPORTS

− 45.0%

− 9.0%

− 10.0%

− 27.0%

− 22.0%

EEA NO CU

− 5.0%

− 6.0%

− 14.0%

− 13.0%

RABOBANK
(2017)

FTA

− 15.0%

− 23.0%

RABOBANK
(2017)

EEA

− 10.0%

− 16.0%

CEP (2017)

EXPORTS
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TABLE A.2. COLLATED TRADE IMPACTS, APPLIED TO 2017 TRADE FLOWS, MILLIONS OF POUNDS
WORLD

UK-EU

UK-RoW

SOURCE

SCENARIO

TOTAL

EXPORTS

IMPORTS

TOTAL

EXPORTS

IMPORTS

TOTAL

HMG (2018)

CHEQUERS +
NEW DEALS

− £12,590

£0

− £12,829

− £37,155

− £11,158

− £23,822

£25,590

HMG (2018)

FTA +
NEW DEALS

− £125,901

− £49,403

− £76,977

−£154,815

− £66,947

− £88,482

£31,988

NIESR(2017)

FTA

£276,982

NIESR(2017)

BRIICS FTA

£27,698

NIESR(2017)

ANGLOSPHERE
FTA

£32,734

UKICE(2018)

WITHDRAWAL
AGREEMENT

− £108,275

IMPORTS

− £278,666

− £55,579

− £64,147

− £75,315

− £74,869

EEA NO CU

− £30,877

− £38,488

− £39,052

− £44,241

RABOBANK
(2017)

FTA

− £92,631

− £147,539

RABOBANK
(2017)

EEA

− £61,754

− £102,636

CEP (2017)

EXPORTS

TABLE A.3. COLLATED TRADE IMPACTS, APPLIED TO 2017 TRADE FLOWS WITH INTERPOLATION, MILLIONS OF POUNDS
WORLD

UK-EU

UK-RoW

SOURCE

SCENARIO

TOTAL

EXPORTS

IMPORTS

TOTAL

EXPORTS

IMPORTS

TOTAL

EXPORTS

IMPORTS

HMG (2018)

CHEQUERS +
NEW DEALS

− £12,590

£0

− £12,829

− £37,155

− £11,158

− £23,822

£25,590

£11,158

£10,993

HMG (2018)

FTA +
NEW DEALS

− £125,901

− £49,403

− £76,977

− £154,815

− £66,947

− £88,482

£31,988

£17,543

£11,505

NIESR(2017)

FTA

£276,982

NIESR(2017)

BRIICS FTA

£27,698

NIESR(2017)

ANGLOSPHERE
FTA

£32,734

UKICE(2018)

WITHDRAWAL
AGREEMENT

− £108,275

− £55,579

− £64,147

−£150,184

− £75,315

− £74,869

EEA NO CU

− £69,36

− £30,877

− £38,488

− £83,293

− £39,052

− £44,241

RABOBANK
(2017)

FTA

− £240,169

− £92,631

− £147,539

RABOBANK
(2017)

EEA

− £164,389

− £61,754

− £102,636

CEP (2017)

− £278,666
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